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Sir: 

In response to the final Office Action mailed on February 15, 2007, applicant respectfully 
requests review of the rejections presented in the Office Action. 
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REMARKS 

The application includes claim 1-67. In the final Office Action of February 15, 2007, 
claims 1-12, 14-26, 28-39, 41-53, 55-59, 61, 62, 64, 65 and 67 are rejected. Claims 13, 27, 40, 
54, 60, 63 and 66 are objected to. Applicant respectfully requests review of the rejections to the 
claims, and respectfully submits that the Office has committed clear error in rejecting the claims. 
The Office has committed clear error by failing to show that the relied upon references disclose 
or suggest all of the limitations recited in the independent claims, either expressly or inherently. 
SeeMPEP§2131. 

This Pre-Appeal Brief Request for Review is submitted along with a Notice of Appeal. 

Claim Rejections under 35 USC S102 

Claims 1-5, 7-12, 14-19, 21-26, 28-32, 34-39, 41-46, 48-53, 55-59, 61, 62, 64 and 65 are 
rejected under 35 USC § 102(e) as being anticipated by Aravamudan et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,301,609). Applicant respectfully submits that claim 1 is not disclosed or suggested by 
Aravamundan, because Aravamundan fails to disclose or suggest all of the limitations recited in 
claim 1 . Aravamundan at least fails to disclose or suggest communicating a primitive from a 
terminal device to a network, and providing the primitive with an information element 
identifying a client and a separate information element identifying a user of the client. Therefore, 
for at least this reason the Office has committed clear error in rejecting the claims, and applicant 
respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejections. 

Claim 1 recites a method in which a primitive is communicated from a terminal device to 
a network, and the primitive is provided with an information element identifying a client of the 
terminal device, and an information element identifying a user of the client. Therefore, claim 1 
recites that a separate information element is used to identify the client and the user, and 
furthermore both information elements are provided in the same primitive. As such, the method 
of claim 1 provides a primitive containing separate information elements for the user and the 
client from the terminal device to the network. 

In contrast to claim 1 , Aravamundan does not disclose or suggest that separate 
information elements for a user and a client are provided in the same primitive from a terminal 
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device to a network. Instead, Aravamundan at most discloses that after a user has registered with 
a provisioning server by entering a selected password, the provisioning server provides the client 
premises equipment (CPE) software with a unique identification (ID). See Aravamundan column 
6, lines 49-53. The provisioning server may also convey a copy of the address of the user's IM 
server and password to the Communication Services Platform (CSP), which can then create 
personal and administrative databases for the user and convey the unique ID to the EM server 
creating a new IM account for the user. See Aravamundan column 6, lines 54-60. However, 
Aravamundan never discloses or suggests communicating a primitive provided with separate 
information elements identifying the client and the user from a terminal device to a network. The 
the unique ID is not provided from a terminal device to a server as recited in claim 1, but instead 
from the CSP to the IM server. In addition, the unique ID of the CPE software is not provided in 
the same primitive as an information element identifying the user. Instead, the user's IM server 
address and password are provided separately to the CSP, which does not then convey this 
information to the IM server, because the IM server has no need for its own identification. 

Furthermore, Aravamundan discloses that the CPE software generates a message 
indicating the user's online state and current user address, and conveys the message to the IM 
server. See Aravamundan column 7, lines 5-8. The user's address refers to the address of the 
user's CPE device, i.e. personal computer, wired telephone or cellular telephone (see 
Aravamundan column 3, lines 30-35), and is not an information element identifying the CPE 
software itself, but only refers to the address to which the CPE device is attached. See 
Aravamundan column 7, lines 10-20. Therefore, the message conveyed to the IM server is not 
provided with an information element identifying the user and a separate information element 
identifying the client , because the address only refers to the CPE device. One of ordinary skill in 
the art would understand that the CPE device is not the equivalent of the client referred to in 
claim 1. See e.g. specification page 14, lines 23-24. Therefore, Aravamundan at least fails to 
disclose or suggest providing a primitive with an information element identifying a client and a 
separate information element identifying a user of the client. Instead, Aravamundan at most 
discloses providing separate messages with information related to CPE software and the user of 
the CPE software. For at least this reason, Aravamundan fails to disclose or suggest all of the 



Attorney Docket No.: 944-001.065 
Application No.: 10/099,853 



limitations recited in claim 1, and applicant respectfully submits that the Office has committed 
clear error in rejecting claim 1 . 

Claims 15 and 59 recite a system, claims 28 and 56 recite a device, and claims 42 and 64 
recite a server. All of these independent claims have limitations similar to that of claim 1. Since 
claim 1 is believed to be patentable, claims 15, 28, 42, 56, 59, 61 and 64, and dependent claims 
thereof, are also believed to be patentable. Applicant respectfully requests the rejection of these 
claims be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections under 35 USC SI 03 

On page 18, section 61, of the Office action, claims 6, 20, 33, and 47 are rejected under 
35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Aravamudan in view of Mendiola (U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 2002/0006803). 

These claims depend from one of the patentable independent claims. Applicant 
respectfully requests the rejection of these claims be reconsidered and withdrawn for at least the 
same reasons as given above. 



For all the foregoing reasons it is believed that all of the claims of the application are in 
condition for allowance, and their passage to issue is earnestly solicited. Applicant's attorney 
urges the Examiner to call to discuss the present response if anything in the present response is 
unclear or unpersuasive. The undersigned hereby authorizes the Commissioner to charge 
Deposit Account No. 23-0442 for any fee deficiency required to submit this response. 



Conclusion 
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